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May 1998 CALEED ECOS’iSTEM RESTORATION PROPOSAL SOLICITATION

Amountoffundingrequested: $ 156 7~o for 1 1/2 years

Indicate the Topic for which you are applying (check only one box) Note that this is an important decision:
see page __ of the Proposal Solicitation Package for more information.

X~X Fish Passage Assessment c? Fish Passage Improvements
t3 Floodplain m~d Habitat Restoration cl Gravel Restoration
t~ Fish Harvest D Species Life History Studies
~ Watershed Platming/!mplementation ~ Education
t~ Fish Screen Evaluatiens - Alternatives ~md Biological Priorities

Indicate the geographic area of your proposal (check only one box):

cl Delta a East Side Delta Tributary:
D Suisun Marsh and Bay n San Joaquin Tributary:
t3 San Joaquin Pdver MzJr~tem t~ Other:
o Landscape (entire Bay-Delta watershed) t~North Bay:

Indicate the primary species which the proposal addresses (check a~ more than two boxes):
t~ San Joaquin and East-side Delta tributaries fall-ran chinook salmon
13 Winter-run chinook sa[mort Y~X Spring-run chinook salmon
t~ Late-fall ran chinook salmon ~ Fall run chinook salmon
t2 Delta smelt c~ Longfin smelt
~3 S plit~a[l ~ Steelhead trout

Migrator5’ birds
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May 1998 CALFED ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROPOSAL SOI,ICITATION

Indicate the type of applicant (check only one box):
o State agency cl Federal agency
o Public/Non-profit joint venture ~x Non-profit
o Local govemmenffdis~ct kn Private party
[] University t2 Other:

Indicate the type of’project (cheek only one box):
/0l ptarming [] Implementation
[] Monitoring [] Education

By signing below, the applicant declares the following:

(I) the trothfuMess of all representations in their proposal;

(2) the individual signing the form is entitled to submit the application on behalf of the applicam (if
applicant is an entity or organization); m:d

(3) the person submitting the application has read and understood the conflict or- interest arid confidentiality
discussion in the PSP (Section II.K) and waives any and all rights to privacy and corttidentiality of the
preposal on behalf of the applicant, to the extent as provided in the Sectien.

(Signature of Applicant)
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The goal of the project is to prepare a fish passage pla~ for reaches of Butte Creek now blocked

run chinook salmon, may use the st ream fur ~gration, holding, spawning and rearingThis

already been committed flora other non-State sources (44a/o)

e At~oroael~tasks/sehedule

The project ~Mll be carded out in three general phases, as follows:

Organize a Prelect Advisory Committee (PAC) nf Upper Butte Creek. watershed community

jurisdiction. Involve the PAC in the final development and adoption oftbe project work-plan

Ia collaboration with the PAC, develop a poliey for Upper Butte Creek regarding introduction

harbor" protections To assist in the fomlulation of the policy and future planning, organlze
the information in a map-b~ed information system (GIS) Based ott the policy, integrate the
information into an Upper Butte Creek Salmon and St eelhead Fish P~sage plan, Comal~e ~1
information itathering wi, ljain eleven months of ~roieet initiation, comz~lete drat~ GIS withha
liwelve months, complete dra~ Ptan within 13 months ofvroieet haitiatinn.

Obtaht oammunJty and peer review of the dratt policy and Plan Prepare appropriate
environmental documentation. Circulate draft and environmental document for review by
public and agencies, prepaa’e responsiveness summary Complete, deliver final Plan.
Plan review ~ be eomaleted within 15 months of oroieet initiation, en,A~
documents with 16 and a half, !he .fi.nal Plan will be comohited within 18_m_onth~ of

EKPP, the Cahfurma Department offish and Game’s 1995 Restoring Central Valley Streams
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(AFRP), and CALFED’~ June 5. 1997 "Summ~zy of Technical Team Reports - Stressors and
Example Restoration Actions" Spring-run chinook salmon populations have been severely
diminished through hydro-modification of the species’ homestteam habitats and of their rearing
and migration habitats through the San Francisco Bay-Delta watershed

e Budget costs and third oart¥ imoacts

The cost of the proposed project is estimated to be $278,500 The proposed CALFED portion of
the cost is $156,780 Detallsofthebudget are presemed in Section V, T~ble l, page 13

The third pa~ty impacts that can be identified ~tt this time are

¯ Likely de,tease in Pacific G,~ and Electric Company’s (PG&E) DeSabla-Centerville
Hydroalectfi¢ System output due to reallocation of streamtlow to improw salmon and
st eelh~ad instream habitat conditions. These impacts ".rill be the subject of a fair and
re~sonable a~eement with the Company to be established as part of the overall project

¯ Possible interference with present-day suction gold-dredging in the Upper Butte Creek c,a~yon
reaches. If’these reaches can be restored as spring-run ¢lairtook summer holding habitat, the
dredging activi~ will have to be moderated, in any case, if the spring-tuft are listed under
State or federal endat~gered species acts, the sold-dredging will likely be barmed.

Applicant ~.uallfications

The ~nstitute for Fisheries Resources has successfully completed six fishery conse~’ation projects,
including analyses of salmon restoration costs nnd benefits in the Columbia, K/vwnath and
Sacramento fiver basins, in the past two years Kier Associates has successfully completed l~ge-
scale anadromous fish habitat evaluation, restoration planning, and data management projects for
the US. Fish and W’ddllfe Service (K!amath River). the U.S, Bureau of Reclamation (Trinity
River), and for the Mendo(mo County Resource Conservation District (Gareia River). Mr.
Reisner dizeeted the NFWF-fimded Butte Creek Fish Access project

Moaitofin~ and data evaluation

Project ittt’ocmatiurt will be organized in ~n emy-to-use geographic h’fformation system (GIS) See
section IV for details of’the system and plans for its coordination w~th others, such as CMARP.

h Local suoooWcoordination with other oro~rams/com afil~flit ’,~th
C~eetives

Support for the proposed project has been expressed by the Butte Creek Watershed Consetwancy,
the U S Fish and Wildlife Service (Anadromous Fish Restoration Pro~an) and the California
Depu~-tment ofFish ~md Game Support for the Butte Creek Fish Access project is currently being
provided by PG&E and Sierra Pacific Industries

2

I --007956
1-007956



IlL Title page

a Title of Proje_qt_

Opening Up Butte Creek Canyoh To Salmon and Steelhead Fish Passage

b_ Name of aoplicandpdncipal investigator

Institute for Fisheries Resources - applicant (project contract, fiscal agent)
Willi~t M Kier - priacipa! Investigator

e Type of organization

Tax-exempt 501(e)(3) non-profit public service research organization

d Tax identkfieation number

94-3176524

e Participants

Institute for Fisheries Resources    But’Co Creek Watershed Conservancy
Butte Creek Watershed ProjeetiCSUChico Lassen National Forest
Pacific Gas and Electric Company Sierra Pacific Industries, Inc.
California Department of Fish and Game U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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IV. Project de~crip fion

a Project description and approach

The project ~qll match fimds awarded in 1998 which, in turn, follows on work launched in 1997
under Cooperative Agreement 1425-96-FG-81-07011 ("Butte Creek Fish Access") between the
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and the non-profit Institute for Fisheries Resources (IFR)
The 1997 grant resulted in a field study oPthe prospects tbr opening up fish passages in Butte
Creek between Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Centerville and Butte diversion dams, a river
distance ofapproxiraately ten miles (see map, Figure l}, to anadromous fish migration and use
The 1997 work included establishing cooperation vAth PG&E and making an initial determination
of whethar the potential quantity and quality of habltat, particularly for spring n~n chinook
salmon, warrants closer habitat evaluation and development of a fish passage and restoration plan

Spring ran chinook salmon have been observed in Butte Creek above Centervlile dam in 1998
This demonstrates that, [n years with extraordinarily high flows, the fish will utilize the river and,
with fish passage improvements, are likely to use the river in most years The report of’the 1997
field studies suggests that these remote Butte Creek canyon reaches v, qll provide excellent holding
habitat for spring run chinook salmon once the barrier issues are resolved. It is appropriate,
therefore, that closer evaluation of habitat quatity and quantity, and measures for dealkig with the
barriers to passage through the canyon be pursued We propose, in addition to the habitat and
barrier removal analysis in these canyon reaches, to evaluate the reaches above PG&E’s Butte
Diversion Dam as to their steelhead restoration potential Finally, we propose to round out the
assessment of Butte Creek salmon and steelhead habitat by evaluating holding, spawning and
rearing conditions below the Centerdlle diversion darn and powerhouse In this way, the plan will
serve as a hose fine from which individual restoration actions may be undertaken and their efficacy
for the restoration of Butte Creek salmon and steelhead resources measured over time

The project will proceed in the fogowing manner

¯ establish (and malntnin ¢oordinatiort with) a project advisou committee (PAC) of
interested techrtlcal and watershed community representatives

¯ in collaboration with the PAC, devdop a policy for the introduction of salmon and steelhead
in Upper Burte Creek taking into consideration, among other things, private property rights

¯ adopt, with the guidance of the PAC, the final project workptan

gather and analyze data concenfing salmon and steelhead habitat quality and quantity, building
on IFR’s 1997 field work

,, evaluate migration barrier removal and fish screening needs

¯ identify, gather, and orgamze restoration plan infbrmation ~nto a GIS program for guiding and
tracking restoration progress over time

4
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integrate habitat, b~rner, screening and GIS elements into a draft Upper Butte Creek Salmon
and Steelhead Restoration Plan

obtain peer and public re~,’iew of the draft plan

complete the plan [’or restoration actions, necessary environmental documentation, and GIS-
based monitoring

b P~ of Work

The work proposed here will extend over an 18-month pefiod a~d will culminate in
adoption of an integrated program of specific fish passage improvement actions for the Upper
Butte Creek Salmon and Steelhead Pkm

Task 1. Establish and maintain corrmaunitv suooort and teehrdcal ~uidanee for the ~r0jee~ A
pro)oct advisory commlt~ee (PAC) to develop appropriate policies, guide the planning process.
secure community-level support and to assure the technical soundness of the methods employed
will be organized az a first order of business Invitees will include the California Deparmaent of
Fish & Game, Butte Creek Watershed Conservancy, PG&E, Sierra Pacific Industries, U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service, Lazsen National Forest, Chino State Uciversity, National Marine Fisheries
SetwJce, a~d Central V~ley Project Water Association The PAC’s first order of business wJ/J be
to review a~d recormmend a policy regarding salmon introduction to the Creek The PAC will be
convened periodically to review major issues identified in the planning process The policies
developed as part of this task will also be subject to the peer and community review process
described in Task 8 below.

Task 2. Adoot finaJ workpl~n~ A final plan of work will be estabhshed after thorough consultation
with the PAC The workptan will reflect the results of the appropriate policies regarding
introduerion of’saLmon into Upper Butte Cre~k that wil~ be developed in T~k 1. Subject to
modification of the workplan based on the policies, each of the following tasks illustrate the
direction of the project.

Task 3. Collect and organiz habitat evaluation d watershed assessment in£ormation. A major
focus of data eoUeetion will be that concerrting the number, IocatiorL volume and water quafity of
pools in the canyon reaches that appear suitable for holding spring salmon through the summer.
[FR.’s 1997 project enabled a start on this inventory. A three-person crew ha~ haea working
downstream, locating a~d gauging pools with the use of a hip chain and stadia rod Global
positioning system (GPS) equipment is not useful in the canyon due to its steep-sided nature.

Temperature dnta will be another key to successful planning IFR. deployed a hal£~tozen
temperature recorders in the central ea~y~n reaches in mid-surmner 1997. The records obtained
from this work will be emended, particularly to the upper reache~, in search o~’addirional
spawning and re.ring habitat potential
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damage to the diversion canal. That had the effect of restoring five miles of stream habkat briefly

water vdoeities they create at ftmes erifiea~ to fish movement and will determine in each case the
most suitable method of resolvifig the barrier (e.g, blasting or laddering). This work vail be
assisted by a qualified engineering subcontractor to the project who will be selected with the

Task 5. Evaluate fish screen needs. Figh screens at the canyons’ three water diversion intakes will
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Task 7 Integrate Task 3-6 elements into a dral~ O~h oassaae and restoration alan The
information gathered in tasks 3 through 6, plug preliminary recommendations for restoration
actions will be gathered into a draft restoration plan

Task 8. Obtain public and peer re,dew of the dra~ plan, The project advisory committee will be
accorded the first drai~ plan review opportunity, following which the draft will be distributed for
wider review by agencies having expertise and jurisdiction. Public briefings on the draft pIan will
be conducted

Task 9 Prepare aot~rouriate e_nviroranental documentation for the ~romram The appropriate level
of environmental review will depend in pact on which agency or agencies is deten~ined to be the
lead agency for purposes of adopting the pIan. Because the plan will select, but not itself
undertake the neeess,~y restoration actions, the level of review will likely be that of a National
Environmental Policy Act En’,Aronmect~] Assessment or its State equivalent

Task l0 Com9lete. deliver final Butte Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restor~,tion Pla~, Following

a final Butte Creek Safinon and Steelhead Restoration Pla~ will be printed 0and delivered to
CALFED and its consttiuent agencies for implementation of the program of restoration actions.

A schedule of project milestones is presented at Table 3 (Section IV). ~ proposes to present the
contract administrators with r~onthly reports of progress on the workplan, project budget
condition reports, and progress payment invoices.

Location and/or Geo~ravhie Bounda~.es of the Project.

Butte Creek, Butte County, fi’om its headwaters on the Lassea National Forest to balow Pacific
Cnts and Electric Company’s Center,Alle powerhouse east of paradise (Figure 1).

Ext~ected b~nefit s

The "stressors" i~ this case are a number of bn~iers to upstream migration by salmon and
~eelhead, both natural and manmade (i.e., ve~T 01d power-dam~). In.much as theLr naodifieation
or removal would require sig~ficaat investment, including possible compensation for
hydroelectric production foregone, it is neee~r’y to obtain a thorough evaluation of the habitat
restoration potential and measures and prdimmary costs of reopening these Butte Creek reaches.

The species [nvotved are (l) spring run chinook salmon and (2) steelhead - in that order of
priority. Spring run restoration woutd be served by opening Butte Creek’s c~ayon reaches no
Ihcther than PG&E’s Butte head dam Steelhead restoration would likely requh-e providing
spavcner access past the bead darn to the reaches up to and including the Lassen National Forest
The 1997 habitat evaluation suggests that Butte Creak’s present spring run population, estimated
between 2,000 and 8,000 adults in recent yeaa-s, could be significantly increased by creating access
to the canyon reaches. The number of steelhead that might be accoramodated in the system will be
estimated in the proposed habitat evaluation

7
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Because of its deeply incised nature, the Butte Creek canyon is only moderately impacted by
roads and traiIs Its many inaccessible pools would appear to be prime spring salmon holding
habitat Temperature records from the 1997 [FR project will the documenl the extent and quality
or" this habitat

e B~r_o_u~nd and biolo’4ical/technical justifica~i0n

The need to seize upon opportunities to increase the natural production of spring-ran chinook
salmon has been well documented in plans recently prepared by CALFED (ERPP, Figure 2), the
California Department el’Fish Game, the Central Valley Project Improvement Act A~adromous
Fish Restoration Program (Pd~RP) and CALFED In addition, CALFED’s lune 5, 1997
"Summary of Technical Team Reports - Stressors and Example Restoration Actions" emph~ize
the need to improve access to potential spring ~n salmon habitat in upper Butte Creek

Both the State Anadromous Fish Program Act (SB-2261) and the CVPIA stress the need ta
increase salmon ~ad steelhead numbers through natural, rather than artificial means

The 1996 rest~xtcturing of the p~vate electricity sector and the availabi2ity of significam habitat
restoration funds from the proceeds of Proposition 204 and elsewhere, the stage is set for a
negotiated, rather than regulated, restoration of the stream. These circumstances provided
justification for ~ to continue its project to improve fish passage on Butte Creek

LFR’s work to date has been undertaken in close coordination ~,dth the Department of’Fish and
Game, PG&E, U S. Fish and Wddlife Service, Sierra Pacific Industries, Chico State’s Butte Creek
Watershed Project, a~d the Butte Creek Watershed Conservancy

I~nphimentafion of the proposed Upper Butte Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Plan will
provide improved fish passage and high qu~dity habitat for as marry as 15,000 spring ran chinook
saJmon spawners and an as-yet-unde~errmned number ofsteelhead

£ Monitofn;t and data evalua~ic, r!

We propose to organize project informat[ot~ in an easy-to-use GIS program comparable to the
GIS prepared by this project’s prinieip/e Investigator OOer) for the ~almon and steelhead
restoration efforts of the U S Fish & Wildlife Service and U S. Bureau ofReclarnatinn oa the
Klamath and Trinity rivers - the Klamath Resource Information System, or KRIS. KRIS enables
watershed eonunuhity-based participation in information development, management a~d use The
Department offish and Game is using KRIS to capture similar information concerning its salmon
restoration program on Battle Creek We will use the GIS layers being developed by Chico State
under a Category I11 agreement Opportunities to integrate Butte Creek Plan information with
the Department of Water Resource’s Sacramento River GIS and the CVPIA’s Comprebensive
Assessment ~d Monitoring Program (CAMP) xvill be pursued ,,Tgorously

8
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g.l~

The project’s main compliance requirement vail be the satisfaction of federaI and State
crtvironmental police’/quality statutes "/’he principal lartdowners, PG&E and Sierra Pacific
Industries, have thus Par suppocted the ~valuation of watershed conditions and restoration
options The principal watershed-community organization, the Butte Creek Watershed
Conservancy, has indicated strong interest in, and suppoa for the project

9
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Figure 2: Relationship Of The Project To The Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan

OBJECTIVE OR IMPLEMENTATION OBJECTIVES & TARGETTED ACTIONS
TARGET TOPIC
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V. Costs and schedule to implement proposed project

TABLE I: Cost Breakdown TabIe

Project Direct Direct Over~ead I Service I Materia! and I Mist andTotal ~
Task Labor Salary Labor Contracts Acquisition other Cost Cost

Hours and Contracts Direct
Benefit~ Costs

~ 45 1,883 -0- !3,080 -0- 2,307 17~270 9~722
Task 2 45 i 1,883 -0- 5,340 -0- 1~077 8,300 4r672
Task 3 45 I 1,885 -0- 14r160 l~755 1,000 18,800 10~583
Task4 45 1,883 ~- 29~360 8~257 2.000 41,500 23~362
Task 5 45 1~883 -0- 27,040 3,027 2~000 33~950 19~112
Task 6 45 1~883 -0- 1~.2~40 2,047 900 19~070 10~735
Task 7 53 2.200 -0- 23,100 650 3,650 29.600 16~663
Task 8 90 3,791 -0- 32,080 910 4~999 41,780 23~520
Task9 51 2,146 -0- 17~2g0 -0~ 4~354 23r780 13,387
Task 10 84 3.528 -0- 34,020 -0- 6,902 44~450 25~023
TOTAL 548 22,965 -0- , 209~700 16,646 29~189 278f!00 156,780

TABLE 2: Schedule of Bu~e Creek Project Milestones

Task Completion date 1/
I Est~blish advisory comm[tt~ 2/01/99
2 Adopt fma! workplan 3/01/99
3. CoUect watershed, fish h,~bitat information 3/01/00
4. Evaluate barriea" removal needs 11/15/99
5. Evaluate fish set eenlnig needs 11/15/99
6. Ors~mize information in a geographic information system 12/31199
7. lnte~tte task 3-6 kfformation in a dra£c restorat on p an 2/01/00
8 Coordinate public and peer review 4/01/00
9. Prepare, circulate environmental documents for review 5115/00
10. Delivex final Butte Cr salmon and steelhead restoration plan 6/30/00

_1/ assumes a 1/01/99 project initiation
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Applicant qualifications

I he Institute for Fish~es Resources

Technical participants concerning, the impacts on salmon of’the gicetands Habitat Partnership,
a Sacramento V~dley alternative to the burning of rice stubble and weeds

Authors of reports on the costs and benefits of salmon restoration programs on the Coinmbia
and Kiamath givers (Sacramento giver salmon restoration analysis is currently undergoing
peer review)

¯ Administrators of the current project to evaluate salmon passage opportunities in Upper
Butte Creek under a gr~nt ~om the National Fish and Wildlife Foued~.tion.

William M Kier Associates

Curr~mtiy serve as fisheries and planning consultants to L~e California Departm~t offish
Game’s Category Ill-funded Barite Creek Chinook Salmon Restoration Plan development

Currently serve as fisheries consultants to the institute for Fisheries Resources’ NFWF-fianded
Butte Creek Fish Access project

Served as the California Advisory Committee on Sahrton and Steelhead’s principal consultants
¯ Prepared the Long Range Plan for the Klamath R~ver Basra C’omermtion Area Fishery

Restoration Program for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

¯ Conducted a review of water quality and habitat monitoring programs on private timberlands
for the California Departmem of Fish and Game

¯ Prepared the Gaccia Watershed Restoration Plan for the Mendocino County Resource
Conservation District

¯ Developed the Klamath Resource Information System (KRIS) to support salmon restoration
programs on the Ydamath and Txinity rivers

Marc Reisner

¯ Pdncipal investigator for the Institute for Fisheries Resources’ Butte Creek Fish Access
project

Senior consultant for ecosystem restoration pl~mmng, Levine Fricke Recon, Emeryville

14
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¯ Consultant to the Nature Conservancy concerning the Sacramento Valley Kicelands Habitat
Partnership. particularly regarding water availability, competing uses, fisheries impacts, and
economic and legal issue~

Gu Phillis Ph D

Expert witness in FERC, CPUC, and SWRCB proceedings on the socio-economic and
institmiona[ aspects of hydropower, water resources, and fisheries

Econotffm and institutional expert for the San Francisco Estuary Comprehensive Consecvarion
Management Plan

Economic and institutional exper~ for the So.nta Mortina Bay Restoration and Comprehensive
Conservation Management Plan

Former California Assistant Secretary for Resources responsible for the design and
implementation of the Renewable Resource Investment Fund winch included the California
Salmon Restoration Program

¯ Author or co-author of more than 45 reports, technical articles, and publications on the
economic and institutional aspects of power, hydropower, and fisheries

¯ Developed fish passage facility designs for Strove Creek, Washington, for Seattle Pubfic
Uti!ities, Seattle, WA

¯ Designed fish passage facilities for three Puget Sound streams for the South Puget Sound
Salmon Enhancement Group, Olympia, WA

Developed a plan including fish p~g¢ facility design~ for re~stabl~king ~linon o~ove
Electron Dnm on the Puyallup Kiver for the Puyallup Indian Tribe, Puyallup, WA
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K)NDISCRIMINA’RON COMPLIANCE STAT~.MENT

The company named above (hereinafter referred to as "prospective contractor") hereby certifies, UnJess
specificaI!y exempted, compliance wi~’l Oovecm-nent Code Section 12990 (a-f) and Califomia Code of

Regularlons, "Iitle 2, Division 4, Chapter 5 m matters rela~g to reporth~g requh’em~nts and the

de veloprnen I, implementation and maintenance of a Nondiscrimination Program. PmspeclS.ve contractor
~rees not to ualawAflly discrknhaate, harass or a~ow hm’assment against any employee or applicant for

employment because of sex, race, color, mcesn3z, religious creed, nadonal origin, d~sabflity (Lncluding

HIV and AE3S), medical condition (cancer), age, marital stares, denia! of family and medical care leave

~d den2al of pregnancy disability leave.

L the official named below, hereby swear that [ am duly authorized ro legally bind the prospective
contractor to the above described certificafiora I ,z’n fully a,~,~m tha~ thi~ certificafio~ executed on the

date and in the county beh~w, is made under penalty of perjury wuier the laws of the State of Calif o rn~

William F, Grader,
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NONCOLLUSION AFFIDAVIT TO BE EXECUTED
BIDDER AND SUB,fITTED WITH BID FOR PUBLIC WORKS

COUNTY OF      Xarin             )

ghe party m~king the foregoing bid that the bid ls not made in the interest of, or on

sham b{d, and h~ not directly or ~ndirectl3~ colluded, con~p{red, connived, or agreed
with any bidder or anyone else ~ put ~n a sham bid, or that anyone ~hall refrain from
bidding: that the bidder has no~ ~n any manner, directly o~ indirectly, sought by

sh~m bid.

(No~r~a[ Seal)
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